
Ann D. Berkowitz
Project Manager – Federal Affairs

January 22, 2003

1300 I Street, NW
Suite 400 West
Washington, DC  20005
(202) 515-2539
(202) 336-7922 (fax)

Ex Parte

Marlene H. Dortch
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Application by Verizon for Authorization To Provide In-Region, InterLATA
Services in the State of Maryland, the District of Columbia and West Virginia,
WC Docket No. 02-384; Verizon Telephone Companies Section 63.71 Application
to Discontinue Expanded Interconnection Service Through Physical Collocation,
WC Docket No. 02-237

Dear Ms. Dortch:

At the request of staff, Verizon provides this further information on the reuse of
collocation arrangements.

In its order resolving the investigation of local exchange carriers’ tariffs offering
expanded interconnection through physical collocation, the FCC directed the local exchange
carriers to revise their federal tariffs to provide for pro rata refunds of non-recurring charges
where a collocator returns its collocation arrangement to the incumbent carrier and another
carrier reuses that same collocation arrangement:

We direct those LECs offering tariffed interstate expanded interconnection through
physical collocation service to file tariff revisions stating that, if an initial interconnector
has paid a nonrecurring charge for an asset and is succeeded by another interconnector
who uses that asset, the initial interconnector will be credited the remaining
undepreciated amount of the equipment and the cage construction cost upon occupancy
by the subsequent interconnector; the subsequent interconnector will be responsible for
paying the remaining undepreciated amount of the cost. The tariff revisions also must
state that, if the LEC uses an asset for which an interconnector paid a nonrecurring
charge, the LEC must make a pro rata refund to the interconnector.  For purposes of
calculating prorated refunds to interconnectors, LECs should base the life of the
equipment and interconnector-specific construction on the economic life of the
equipment and the cage.



Local Exchange Carriers' Rates, Terms, And Conditions For Expanded Interconnection Through
Physical Collocation For Special Access And Switched Transport, 12 FCC Rcd 18730 ¶ 55
(1997).  Although this order only applied to collocation under the federal tariffs, Verizon
followed this policy in its state tariffs as well.  Verizon has included provisions for returned
collocation space in its collocation tariffs in Maryland, the District of Columbia and West
Virginia.  See P.S.C.-Md.-No. 218, Section 2.B.4.d; P.S.C.-D.C.-No.218, Section 2.B.4.d;
P.S.C.-W.Va.-No. 218, Section 2.B.4.d (copies enclosed as Attachment A).  Verizon computes
credits for reused collocation arrangements by using a 12 year economic life for collocation
assets, which is consistent with the depreciation lives prescribed by the FCC.  See Simplification
of the Depreciation Prescription Process, 10 FCC Rcd 8442 (1995) (Appendix: Circuit
Equipment – Digital  11 – 13 years); 1998 Biennial Regulatory Review – Review of Depreciation
Requirements for Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, 15 FCC Rcd 242 (1999) (Appendix B:
Circuit Equipment – Digital  11-13 years).

The Maryland Public Service Commission (“Maryland PSC”) is addressing the reuse of
collocation space, including the appropriate amortization period for credits, in a formal
proceeding (Case No. 8913).  On January 3, 2003, the parties filed a letter requesting that the
Maryland PSC allow the parties to hold one more settlement discussion before filing a status
report with the Hearing Examiner (copy enclosed as Attachment B).  If the parties are not able to
reach resolution during this discussion, the parties will proceed to litigate this issue before the
Maryland PSC.

In its comments filed in this proceeding, the District of Columbia Public Service Commission
(“District of Columbia PSC”) indicated that its collocation proceeding (Formal Case No. 962) is
closed.  District of Columbia PSC Comments at 21-22.   The District of Columbia PSC also
stated that “AT&T has failed to address the reason for extending the amortization period or to
explain why that issue is not more properly a function of the collocation proceeding just
completed in Formal Case No. 962.”  Id.

Please let me know if you have any questions.  The twenty-page limit does not apply as set forth
in DA 02-3511.  

Sincerely,

Attachments

cc: G. Cohen
G. Gooke
G. Remondino
V. Schlesinger









January 3, 2003

Via Hand Delivery

The Hon. Robert H. McGowan
Hearing Examiner
Public Service Commission of Maryland
6 St. Paul Street, 19th Floor
Baltimore, MD 21202

                        Re:  Case No. 8913

Dear Hearing Examiner McGowan:

This letter responds to your December 23, 2002 notice requesting a status in the above
case.  Verizon Maryland, Inc. has discussed the issue with AT&T’s attorney and both parties
believe that another call should be scheduled among the parties to discuss the status of all
remaining issues in the case.  The parties can then report back to you by January 15, 2003.

The parties made good progress towards resolving issues last summer, but were unable to
reach closure because of competing time demands from other proceedings, including the 271
proceeding.  Now that those proceedings have concluded, the parties should be able to finally
resolve many (if not all) of the issues.

Please call if you have any questions.
Very truly yours,

David A. Hill

DAH/mlw

cc: Felecia L. Greer
All Parties of Record


